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MANAGE1. T TEAK-STRESSORS

AND THEIR IMPACT ON N1STRATORS' HEALTH

Research conducted during recent years has produced a growing body of

evidence tlat-Occupational stress affects both the healthoand pe mance

-
of Managers (Cooper and Marshal, 1976; Gmelch, 1977;116*ard,

'4,110,,.publiC even acknowledges that school leaders are involvdd in one of -the
I

most stressful.jobs in society (NASSP, 1981).

Withirt the educational management ranks, superintendents are

popularly identified as those individuals most susceptible to stress.

-This exclusivf assumption,-however, remains open bpi- question. Certainly
.

r ._
other levels of management are exposed to comparable,pressures. Some

* 1
o

evidence exists, for instance, that coronary heart disease is mo re common

among middle managers than executives,

Whether the superintendent"lor the principal in the middle suffers the

most is not the point of debate here, rather the sources of excessive adMinis=
-

7
.

.

trative stress. Re&arcfiers and writers have amassed,Thn overwhelming amount

of information about stress: over 100,000 articles and books written about

stress, 1,000 research projects conducted, and every yeSr 6,000 more publi-

o

cations become ,catalogued under tie heading of stress. The word stress is

one with which the' layman and professional alike is familiar. For all the
O

,

,. .

attention-stress receives, both in publications and personal experiences,

at times our awareness of stresses us remains undiscovered. Researchers.

_

kriciw more about "the motives, habitse and,most_ihtmate arcania of:_the

Primitive peoples of New Guinea or elsewhere than (they) do of,the denizens

of.the executive salty" (Mintzberg, 1973, p. We know stress exists
e "

:but. are .trot insightful or patient enough to identify its sources.
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Research conducted during recent years has produced a growing body of

evidence jhat-bscupational stress affects both the health and performance
\ -- --

of Managers (Cooper and Marshall, 1976; Gmelch, 197-7;TO*ard,

-Tha...publit even acknowledges that school leaders are involved in one ofthe

most stressful .jobs in society (NASSP, 1981).

Withid the educational management ranks, superintendents are

popularly identified as those individuals' most susceptible to stress.

This exclusiv,e assumption,-however, remains open f9r question. Certainly

other levels of management are exposed to comparable pressures. Some
* 4 o

evidence exists, for instance, that coronary heart disease is more common

among middle managers than executives,

-

Whether the superintendent'I or the principal in the middle suffers the

_

most is not the point of debate here, rather the sources of excessive adMinis=
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_

4;, trative stress. Researchers and writers have amasse&an overwhelming amount

of information about stress: over 100,000 articles and books written about

`stress, 1,000 research projects conducted, and every yeSr 6,000 more publi-

cations become ,catalogued under the heading of stress. The word stress is

one with which the layman and professional alike is familiar. For all the

attention- stress receives, both in publications and personal experiences,

at times our awareness of what stresses us remains undiscoveied. Researchers.

1rOw more about "the motives, habits,e'and,most,Tntimate arcania of-,the

primitive peoples of New Guinea or elsewhere than (they) do of,the denizens

,of.the executive suitss" (Mintzberg, 1973, p. 7).. 'We know stress exists
1 '

'' 0 -'- -*.

:but. are ,not insightful or patient enough to identify its sources.
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This study.ittempted to 'bring about a greater awareness and visibility
.. . . ,,,

1
f

of s common managerial menace. Since it is helpft.19. to establishua
4 d

broad pe sective and -clear understanding from which tb view,stress; such

a pets'pective provided by the folir-stage stress cycle portrayed in Figure

.

1. This cycle depiCts the sequence of events-postulatedby,Kahn (1970) as

.
.

a stress process. H paradigm, as adapted by Ginefch b9821 has four 'stages,

beginning_with a set of factors in the,objective environment which cause a

demand on the individual (Stage i). The second'stage represents th

reception of the demand by- the individual. This leads -to the immediate
_

reaction or,response (Stage represented by psychological, physiological

behavioral changes. The foutth stage, called consequences (Stage IV),-

is differentiated from immediate responses. Its involves Ionger-range

'4W2effects, i.e., the changes'beyond the mmediate.reactor such as disability

or illness,
, .

,
..

The purpose of this study was to -identify the Terceptions
* ., . !

( . .

. -- . _ _
'

school administrators hay concerniligthe sources of their occupational

stress. To fulfill
f
this major purpose three quest ons were examild:

, -

1. What is the school administrator's percepliod of
.

tlie-Major sources 01 stress,in his/her job?
_--,,-

-,--- ..

2. Are perceptions pf, thd sources Of the stress
different among the various administrative
positions in public. education?'

-._

*---- 3. What relationship exists between school adMinistratdrs'
perceptions. of sources of stress and thelr-Amirrent
physical health? .,

..,

_----

Since confusion exists in the literature and in- common usage Of'the,

. - °.

. 1

word stress and its. related terms, the following defin4onsclarify.the
_ 1-, -

. . ,

1

key concepts used fet/this study.

4



STAGE I

....

4
S y RisE S S C Y C L E*

(Figure 1)

STAGE II STAGE III
se,

DemandsiStressors---->.. Individual Perception --> Stress Response

Meetings

Self-Expectations

' Interruptions

Rules,' Regulations

Heavy Work Load

Conflicts

Psychological

Psysiological

Behavioral .

H

.*Adopted from WH'. Gmdlch, Improve Management BY RemoVing Stress.
San Jose, California': Lansford Publishing Company, 980.

7

STAGE IV

> .Consecuences
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1.

Stressors. AS defined in terms of the stress ,cycle previously I\

putlined stressors represent'situ atiOns in.whith individuals "anticipate

their inability .to resppnd adequately to a perceived demand accompanied

byone's anticipation of negative consequences foi an inadequate,

response" (Gmelch, 1982, p. 160)':. Stage 1 represents-the demands,

Stage II the perception, Stage III the, responses, and Stage,IV the
. ,

consequeves. The keycomponent of this definition will be.that vhich

is perceived to be stressful. As Wolff (1953, p. 133) 'states4 "the

- stress accruing from a situation is 1)4sed in large part on'$he way

the affected .subject' perceives
-sr

Stress Factors. Clear categories of occupational stressors have

not been tstablished in the literature',
-4

A pleptora.of analytically inde-
. .

/
pendent sources of occupational'stress exists which implies its multi-

dimensionality. Cooper _and- Marshall's (1976) five categorical divisions

have been modified in this study to more .clearly delineate and describe
- '

the factors or stress as follows: (1) administrative constraints (related'

to inadequate time, meetings, rules) (2) administrative responsibilities

(related to the characteristic managerial tagks.of evaluation, flegotiatinit,

Supervision); (3) interpersonal relations (relatedo.resolving differences-

among and between clients, colleagues, supervisors); (4) ifitrapersonsl

conflict (centered.around conflict/ between. ode's performance-and-bile's,

internal beliefs and expectations); and (5) role expectations-(caused

by a difference in expectations of self andthe various publics

100

Ai

s
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METHODOLOGY

-
Research Design

The design of this study was exploratory in nature and can best be

described as an action research in tie context of a fieldstUdy. The

researcher in alield study lcioks at a social or institutional siituatiod,
. .

lir
.

and then investigates the relations among the dttitudes, values, percep:
4 , .

... ..
, -

tions and behaviorslP individualsndividuals and groups in the situation. Extra-

neous independent variables are controlled to a higher degree. Research

autharities,explain an exploratory field study has threelpu'rposes: (a)

4
to discover,scientific Variables in the field situation; (b) to discover'

relations among variables
.

(Katz, 1953); and (c) to lay groundwork for

later,-more 'systematic and vigorous testing of hypotheses (Kerlinger, 1973)).g

This..udy purports Co fulfill these ends with respect to.sources of

administrative stress.

Sample

The partici1paits were members o the Confederation of Oregon School

Administrators.' The sample selection represents'approximateli 1,855

administrators. This large sample was used in order to obtain an

accurate and thorough-representation of the population.

.Of the 1,85 questionnaires mailed 1,211 were returned for analysis.

Since only full-time administrators, were used in the analysis,'49 less-than-
..

full-time respondents, were declared invalid and-six other questionnaires, .

34'we'ie elementaiT adm strators, 397 were junior high and, high school

adthinisf trtors,, 151 wer perintendent or superintendent /principals, 254
*--- ,

..'
were assistant superintendents and central office staff, and 89 were
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classifiead as "others". "Qthers" included-curriculum'directars=transportation

supervisors and athletic directors.

The average'administratpr was 42 years old, had 9. Teirs of administrative ---
Amp

experience and 91' percent were-male: The median hQuts worked per subject

was 55 and the median percentof total life stress attributed to work was

75 perctnt.

Instrument Development.,

The'qUestionnaire developed to measure sources of administrative

stress evolved through a series of iterations , designed to insure that all

relevant facets of job-related stress were explored. The fifteen-item

index'of Job Related Strain (Indik, Seashore_ and kesinger, 1964)

comprised the initial -questionniare core. This index was supplemented

ty items suggested from a review of current publiCations for public
--...

school administrators, and by,items suggested from stress logs which were
K

kept by forty school administrators for a period of one week. Those partici-

pating in this initial phase of item development were asked by researchers

to keep a diary"of work related stress. On a daily basis they reported:
At

(1) the most stressful 'single incident occurring that day; and-,-(2) the

most stressful series of related incidents (e.g., recurring telephone

interruptions, pending grievances, parent-teacher conflicts, etc).. At

the'end.of the week they were asked to identify- other sources of stress

that might ndt have occurred during e week in which stress logs were

'kept.

...The 23 items d veloPed from stress logs and reviews,of publicblic

/
.

, ...

school administrator publications appeared to tap sources of stress which

are uniquetoadministrative roJeS in gen7al, and the roles of'-public.

Schooladministrators in patticulbr. Thus, it was hoped that the

4
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Stress _Index (ASI)-1.Auld Permitza,more comprehensive

assessment--aff_stress in this particular population than would be

permitted by-theuse of` generic instruments such as the Job-Related Strain
.

index.

-,--

- The stressors were then categorized into five factors with seven items,

.in each. The-five facto s were: (a) administrative constraints,

k.)

(b)_administrative responsibtlities,.(c) interpersonal relations, (d)

intiapersOnal conflict, and (e) ra expectations. After categorization

the stressors Were written in the f rm of questions capable of summation

on a five-point Likert-type sca[e. They were, placed in a pilot question--

naire and field tested validity dnd clarity on a group of 25-practicing

administrators. After the initial testing, xhe questionnaire was revised_and-

tested on a second group of 20 administrators.

Analysis. Method

First, mean scores for each of the 35 stressors and five stress

factors were computed. Not Applicable (NA) scores were disregarded and

-not_included in the total number. Analysis of variance was then used

to test for significant differences between stress factors and

stressors when compar0-4y administrative position and current health
4,,

status.. Post hoc analysis using. the Schefe test for multiple comparisoyns

A- was performed on.those groups having significant differences..

N
important to recognize the conservatism of this test decreases the sensitivity

:1-

to detectinthe real differences between 'grOups, thus increasing the .chance

of rejecting differences, when they may exist(Keppel, 1975).



RESULTS

4

Stress Factors and,Stressors

The means,, hd standard deviations of the five stress facto.rs are

represented in Table 1. The category of "Administrative Canstraipts"'

was perceived to be most stressful with a Aran score of 2.78, and had

the greatest variance with a standard deviation of .72. The other four

factors were closelygrouped, ranging from a mean score. of 2.45 fo-r A

"administrative responsibility" to 2.10 for-"fole expectation".I. )

"Intramrsonal conflict" had the least variance witha standard deliiation

of :62 while the other three factors ("administrative respOnSibility,"

"interpersonal relations," and "role expectations") had similar.,varianCes
4 11

with only 01 difference -on their standard deviations (.66, .67, and .66

respectively).
1 4

Each of the five factors represented a composlte of seven stressors;

totally 35 individual stressors. The means and standard deviation's

of each stressor is reported in Table 2. They ranged from a high of

3.34 on "complying with rules and policies" to a low of 1.43 on'"feeling

s
not enough is expected of me by my supervisor." Generally, those stressors

perceived to be mos(t, stressful, had the greatest variance, thus indicating

More divergenscy in the responses on t4 high. stressors:

L Stress and Administrative Position,

, The means and analysis of variance, of stress factors byleyels of

administrative positions presented inTable 3 provide additional insight

into what stresses different groups of administrators. Significant

differences were, found among administrative pOsitions from all faCtors

except "role expectations." Post hoc analysis of the "administrative'

re"
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Table 1

Means and Standard Deviations of

't
Administrative Stress Factors

Factors Mean Deviation

. , ''' so,
Administrat4.ve Constraint

'Administrative Responsibility

r

2.78

.
,2.45

f k

0.72

0.66

,InterPftsonal Relations 2.39 0.67

Intrapersonal Conflict , 2.29 0.62

Role Expectations /x 2.10 66

responsibility"' factoi revealed both junior high and high school vice-.

, principals perceived less stress from this-factor than did superintendents.

However, other hoc analyses did'not identify specific differences

between administrative positions for the "administrative constraints,"

"interpersonal relatiohs," and "intrapersonal,conflict" factors; meaning

the signifltant F-ratio may have resulted from a'combination of.positions

. .

..,'rather than any two: .

, - ,.

.

..,

.
.

To faciritate reporting the assodiation between administrative.
4

.

position and individual stressors, only the high stressors are reported,

\here\-="hir" is defined as .the top 20 percent of the 35 items, or seven

4P
op stressors. Repoited in Table.4a1e the mean scores and analysis of

^'10 1 9
//,./



FaCtor,

2on:!.

Cons.

v y. ,-

111111.il

'Table 2

'Mean SCores of Individual Sttessors.

4

S

w

vs.-

4

Item
-

Mean S:D. Rank

Complying with state,fedeial, and
organizational rulet and policies

Feeling that meetings take up too. much
!time

3.34

.3.10

1

Trying to complete reports and other

pager work on time 2.99 1.20

'1. Trying to gain publiokapproval.andjor
-financial support for school programs- 2.97

"Trying, to resolve parent/school conflicts 2.82 11.4 5

Evaluating staff members' performance 2.79 6

,Havng :0 make 'decisions that affect. the

11ves of individual people that I know
(colleagues, Staff members, studepts, etc.) 2.77 1.11 ( 7

..A .

Feeling Ehat.I have too heavy 'a work .load,

one that I cannot possibly finish during
the normal work day 2.72

4

1.32 8

6

'Imposing excessively high.expeL:tations
onjzlYelf 2.70

(

4

1.20 9

1_0

= is:rative
='dministrative Responsibitltv-

Tr:er.= InterrersonaL ReEptions

= Tr.7rar..erson1 Conflict
= Expec:tatio:'



Table 2

2ao:or

\

S

Item Mean S.D. Rank

1

t.i

La

Tr, -n,

Being interrupted frequently by telephone

calls
.

,Feellng,I have to-participate ii school
4otrvities outside Of the normal working
hours at the expense of my personal/time

'Handling student discipline problems

Feeling that the prbgress on my job is

not what it shquld or cdulA be

Feeling ,staff members. don't understand my
goals and expectations

Trying tO resolve differences between/
among staff members

in....olyed in the colicv7: 7,-;-

ing process

Writing memos, letters and other communi-

cations

Administeririg the Negotiated contract
(grievances, interpretation, etc.)

-.7oo:.-dinat\inT the tasks of

;=:,any people. .
z

2,67 1.06

2-.67 1.25

2.58 .1.19

2,51 1.13

2.44 1.02

2.43 1.65

1.29

2.37 .1.11,

2.36 1.09

2.35

10

11 .

12

13

L4

15

16

17

18

19
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i'7

Ta'qle

A

Item Mean S .

- J ,

).c

7er.

Trying to resoly5Ldifferences between'
among students

-

2.33 1.11 2G

Thinking that T.,will not be able to --,,

satisfy the conflicting'demands of
those who have authority over me 2:30 - 1.18 21

---,--__

Preparing and allocating 'budget- -resources 2.30 - 1.08 .,_

b., -....._. -.

4

Having my._Qrk frequerit...W_ interrupted by
staff members hb want to talk 2.2'8 1,09.2 23

) _

A-_
4

Knowing I' can't get information needed
1.12

!

,

,
1.14 24,

-

. 1.11

- 1.21_

1,21

to cry out jab properly . , 2.23

Feeling pressure for better job perform-
,

ance-over and above what I think is
reasonable 2.23

Trying to influence my immediate surer- 4'
visor's 'actions and ..lecilons that
affect, me .

-. :.-- 2.2. i

. Not knowing what my supervisor thinks of
me, or how he/she evaluates my performance

Feeling that r-havg too "little authority:
to carryout resnonsibilities assigned to
me

"-e. or F 4

ti

2.20'

2.10'

1.

24 f

26 1 8

27.

29
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Table 2

t

Item Mean S.D. Rank

1

Spea1,7in7 in front of groups
r 4

Being unblear.on just what the scope and
responsibilitiesof'my job are

Attempting to meet social expectations
(housing, clubs, friends, etc..)

.,Trying pp resolve differences with my
superiors

?,oLs Feeling that I have too much responsi-
bility delegated to me by my supervisor

Feeling. that I am not fully)quaaified
to handle my, job

Feeli.ng not e.
my superiors

h is ex pec,teei of me by

2.C4 1.13

1

2,102

1.97

29

1.07 30

.1.08

Las 1.05 33'

0.92

1.42 0.78 35

r

-Th O

4

20

9
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Superint4ndent/PrincipaI

Assistant Superintendent

Central Office

.

High Scholl Principal

High SChooi Vice- Principal

Junior High-Principal

,

Junfor Hin Vice-Principal
-

Elementary Principal
.

F-Ratio

--

0

2.82-

3.01

2.77

-2.75
i

2.92

2.70

2.91

2.62

2:73 ,

x
2.1.1

2.64
,

2.50

2.45 4

2.31

2.56

2.21-

2.58

2.18

2.59

x **
6.24

.

,

1

2.18 2.34

*2.42 2.17

2.26 2.27 '
. .

2.18 2.2n

2.50 '2.39

2.52 Z..31

'......_/ t:
2.56 ..'. 31

2.51 2.13

1411
2.42 2.22

..

*XX x

4.81 7.11

2.01

2.04
.

2.12

MA

2.18

2.21

2,10

2.99

2.08

1.13

4
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variance of top stre,ssors by,administrative position. As indicated
ti

from the F.-ratios, five.of the top seven stressors were significant
J..

beyond the .001 level except "meetings" ana "completing paperwork."

Post hoc analysis revealed significantly different between individual

administrative positions on three stressors:_ (1) superintendents and

assistant superintendents perceived more stress from "complying with rules-t--,

and'policies'-than=ilitherups4g2) junior high vice-principals

perceived significantly more stress from "trying to resolve parent/school

conflicts"- than did the assistant superintendent or the central office

staff; and (3) junior high principals perceived more stress from

"evaluating staff members" than high school,vice-principals, assistant

centralsuperintendents and centrai office staff. While a significant difference

was shown' among school administrators with respect to "gaining publi.o

approval" and "making"decisidhslaffecting the lives of others," post

hoc analysis failed .to reveal, significant differencesttWeen individual

positidns.

Stress and Physical Hearth

ea

.

Previous Atearchers have Shown that the level of perceived stress

is strongly associated with one's physical health (Russek,and Zohman,

(

1958; Kornhauses, 1965; Wardell, 'Hyman and Hahnson, 1970; French and

a

Caplan, 1973, Cooper and'Payne,- 1978). 1The relationship between the

admiwistrators' self - reported general physical health and the five

//
factors of stress and top seven(2stressors is examined in Table 5.

.

Each factor and individual streDsor is strongly and significantly related

with reports el: poorer physical,health.

In addit4 indicating the state T6f their current' physical health,

'administrators 4iere also asked to identify what percentage of their

sf ej -16- 00
s

A440 4.40

Y
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Analysis of Variance ofTop aressors
/ by Administrative Position

Position

SuperiVtendent*

Superintendek/Principal

Assistant Superintendent

Central Office

High School Principal

High School Vice-Principal

Junior High Principal

Junior High Vice - Principal,

Elementary Principal

F- Ratio

X*Xp-.001

to

4

4

3

Sti"essors

4-,
0ri
,- a)m
s.: bp 0w. ..Y, 0 . ., s: to

,-i 0 c.) H CIS i
...1 t/I) ' 0 tO ' At ' 4: 0

'H . 'H 0 0 -1 0 ,.,. -: V))
,A.C1 4 -' 0 L. Cl. (.1 Hi %A r4, A4

I-' 0 (). ri P. c, s., :., 0H (1) W 0 > W 0 0-:-. -1 C1. c.) cr) co i,4 ci., , 0-
.sN

.
- Lc\ . L--

.03 2.9 3.11 3.39 2.50 2.71 2.91
. 9

4. .

.17 2.713 '3.41 3.24 2.80 2.95p 2.54
.

.60 3.18 2.0 3.37 2.45 2.43 254
.

.

.30 3.17 2:97 2.98 2.34 2,11 2.38
.

.

.37 3.31 3.07 3.18 3.10 3.16 2.99

'.96 3.11 2.69 2.67 2.87 2.51 2.82

L51 3.23 3.02 2,80 3.14 3.28 --,2.99

1.92 2.77 Z.88 2.63 1.24 2.57 2.58
. 4

1.28 ).14 3.02 2.92 2.84 2.95 2,40,

. .

xx XXX X'
1.51 1.78 1.81 4.6)4

X)X XX
59.Y 9.98 3.35

XXX

Y.
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.total life stress results from work. More than 60% reported that at

,least 70% of their total life stress resulted from their jobs. Given
-

the fairly high percentage -of total life. Stress attributed to work, we

would expect stress arising from the performance-of one's job to-have

. a significant impact on one's physical health.

Although not presently reported, significant differences were found

some stressors when-compared by age, years'in administration, years

in present position, sex and size of school. Differences did not occur`

neariy.as frequently among-these variables- as they did when compared by

administrative position and curre tkphysical health status.

0IgCUSSION

An analysis of the stress factors clearly showed that the "admin-.

istrative constraints" factor was most kplhersome to school administrators,
4

Contained within this factor were five of the top ten stressors.

ThesF included "complying with state, federal and organiZational rules

and policies;" "trying to complete.report and other paperwork on

time;" "feeling that meetings take up tcTo much time;" "feeling that I

have too heavy a work load.; one-that I cannot possibly finish during the

normal day," and "being interrupted, frequently by telephone calls."

The other high stressors were well distributed throughout the

remaining four, factors. "Administrative responsibility" factor contained

two ofAne-Cop ten stressors, "trying.to 'gain public approval and/or

financial 'support for school programs" (ranked fourth), and "evaluating

staff members" (ranked sixth). "Interpersonal relations" factor had only

one of the top stressors, "trying to resolve parent/school conflicts"

2)
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(ranked fifth). The two highest stressors within the "intrapersonal N

Conflict" factor were "having to make decisions that affect the lives of

others'," (raAked.seVenth), and ,''imposins excessively high expectations

on.myself" (ranked ninth). This factor also had three of the lowest

ranked stressors: "feeling that I am not fully qualified to handle, my

job" (ranked 34th); "attempting .to meet socibl expectations': (ranked

3 'lst); and "feeling that I have too little authority to carry out my

responsibilities assigned to me" (ranked 28th).

None of the top stressors were included In the "role expectations"

factor. The highest individual stressor in.this factor was "feeling I

have to participate in school activities outside the normal working

hours at the expense of my personal time" (ranked 11th). However,
fr

fottr of, the lowest .ranked stressors were included in this factor:

"feeling'; not enough is expected,of me by superiors" (ranked 35th);

"feeling that I have too.much responsibility delegated to me by my

superiors" (ranked 33rd); "being unclear on just-what the scope and

responsibilities of my job are" (ranked 30th), and "not knowing what

11111=11V

my supervisor thinks of me or how he/she evaluates my performance"

(ranked 27th). In general,. many of the' items suggested by Kahn (1970)

and French and Caplan (1970) as factors in job-related. tension were major

stressors within the work lives of school administrators.

Stress'and Administrative Position

In examining level of position and its, relationship, to each stress

factor, several observations can be made. Generally, while alt but the
r

a

"role :expectations" factor-were significant when assotpted with administrative
' - '

. .../' , ,

.,
.

position, no clear trends were.established except in the "administrative

4
responsibility" factor. As would be expected the vice-principals in

-20-
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high school and junior high schools felt leSs stress from administrative.

"fresponsibilities than did superintendents.

When comparing mean scores in'every factor except "administrative
A

responsibility" secondary administrators scored higher. Although no

.1\ clear explanation for this exception,was evident, this trend supports

the popular belief that,secondary administration is more stressful than

4a>

elemgntiry administration. More severe discipline'problems, a longer

work week-due to extensive activity programs, and more of a diversified

relationship adeng staff members may explain the difference.

Also by comparing mean scores, principals and viceAprincipals

clearly perceived greater stress from the "interpersonal relations"-

factor than-did superintend4pts, assistant superintendents or other

central office staff. Apparently building, level administrators were

more involved in relations with students, parents and staff members

thin wete,superintendents and their staffs. The least variation in

mean'Aleies came from the "role expectations" factor.

Examination of the individual stressorsby administrative position

provided some insight into specific_ stress perceived by some, administrators.

While five of the top, seven stressors were significant when compared by

administrative position, only three post hoc analyses showed specific,

differences betwgen positions. The first two of these are logical and

plausible iince one would e "ct superintendents and asakstant super-'

intendents to be more trouble ,by the rules and regulations han other

Ate
administrators because theghave primary responsibility to uphold the

116,
law and policies of the school system. Also, job requirements would

C1° dictate that vice-principals. probably would be more inVolved in conflict
i 4`-

a
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resolution problems between the parent and school than.the central staff.

However, the third association where junior'high principals perceive more

strgsy from evaluating staff members than other odministrtors is not as

easily explained, since others probablyiiave equal responsibility for

evaluating their respectie staff members.

Rather than looking for differences in stressors among administrators,

a search simi1ari4ies may be revealing. As part of this investigation

Table,6 summarizes and ext nds Table 4 by ranking the mean scores of the to

a'stres'sors for T lh.-ad nistrative position. The following paragraphs explore

the stressors the management team shres with one another. Note that while

the mean scores may vary the rank may be the same for several administrative

groups--thus revealing stressors' the management team has in common;

1. Complying With Rules. Nearly all school administrators agreed the

number one source of stress was compliance with state, federal and

organizational rules and policies. Only junior high vice-princiialS,

and senior high vice7pyinipals perceived Others' 'stressors as being

.more bothersome. However; the degree to which compliance was

stressful varied significantly. Superintendents and superintendent/

principals were among the positions indicating the greatest stress.

2. Attending mings. Almost the entire management team concurred that*

*
the secondsecond most bothersome activity was the overburdensome number

ti

of meetings. This was especially true for the central office staff"

and elementary, and (econdary school administrators. Although still 4

an irritant, "superintendents ranked meetings only fifthprobably.

fr
because they are in charge of them and the. degree to which one is

in controlsignificantly reduces its impact.

-23-
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3, Completing reports on time. -Superintendents appeared to be most

troubledwith completing paper' work and written communications:

But apparenitly all levels of administration fall into this stress
4

suggesting that repoits are a perennial problem throughout

school administration.

4. 'IGV.pirig public support. It was not surprising to findat gaining
4.7 ..

.

public approval and /or financial support for school programs caused

great concern.. Given that the major responsibility for gaining.

support plies primarily with the superin

,

'logical that more'tension was generated there tha t the building
%

t's office, it is

level.

5. . Resolving parent- school conflicts. Secondary s hool administrators

Ifolind'resOlving parent-school conflicts to be stressful (ranked

,rthird)"while the central administration seemed less affected by this

strgssor, presumably because they have minimum' contact with them,

However, it was rather astounding that superinteUdehts perceived this

'As less troublesome; theygenerally,interact with parents in many

sonflict=situation.

6. Evaluating-staff. W.ncipals at all levels were hothered'more by

,evaludtion than-,other groups. Nevertheless, it averaged sixth for

the team since evaluation is not an easy task.for any administrator

,to,perform.

7. Decisions affecting others. Those administrators with evaluation

and overall supervisory' responsibility -- primarily superintendents

and pridiipals--were most troubled by having_to make decisions

affecting the lives of their colleagues, staff-members, and students.

-24-
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8. Heavy work load. The members of the management team ranked "too

heavy a work load to finish during the normal day" anywhere from

1

seventh to twelfth. While not the primary sources of stress,

overwork still produces excessive frustrations for everyone.

9. 'High self-expectations. Not ranked consistently as one of the most

significant pressures, "imposing excessivelyshigh self-expectations"

was sixth and seventh highest for central staff, assistant superintendents,

and.superintendents, Building principals seemed to be less bothered

r by self-expectations--possibly because jobs are more definable at the

building ,level than the central office.

10. elepholle interruptions.. Central office staff and secondary school

administrators were more bothered by frequent telephone interruptions

than other administrators.

. 11. Participating in school activities outside normal working hours.
.

High school administrators were annoyed most by this stressor. It

was the high school vice-principal's number ore ranked stressor,

probably due to the fact That most high schools offer their extra-

curricular programi-at night and on the weekends, thus encroaching
40

on the,vice-principal's time.

,12 Handling student discipline! As might be,expected,-the differences

among' administrators in the stress encountered by handling student

disceipline directly related'to the amount of contact they had with

students. High school vice-principadg'and junior high school

principals and vice-principals were bothered most by student

conflicts.'



4-In ,summary, rank-order analysis reveals thit all members ofthe manage-

ment team share many commoffwstressors.. What plagues superintendent's, there-

fore., similarly plagues other members of their teams, from the central-

office to the schools. 'Because they share common problems, the entire team

could work together to help eaCh other reduce their barriers to effective

school management.

Stress and Physical H Lth

Of particular-intere t is the relationship between'stress factors and
.

the respondent administrators' health. In each of the five factors and

all seven stressors an increase in stress was associated, with poor selfT
0

reported physical health. This clearly established,a trend indicating

health status may be closely correlated with the level of perceived

stress resulting from each factor.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1

Based 00 -the results of the study, the following conclusions and recom-
, .

endations are presented.

I. Five of thq.top ten stressors appeared in the administrative

constraints factor. Four of t4 stressors perceived by the administrators

to be the most bothersome were related to the management of activitiep

and their relationship to time.

It has been suggested that these are stressors over which the ')

administrator has little control. At fixst glance this appears to be

true, however, upon further investigation administrators may have more

control over their mosC bothersome stressors.

726-
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Since time is finite, emphasis must be placed on its more effective

-use. Through time management training, not only can indivilual and

organization timee increased, but greater success may reduce the

stress produced by time pressures. Considerable training is now

available in time and activity management. Presently, it appears that
4

Most of the emplasis'on time management has been in the inservice training

(aperiod and not in administrative prepa tion programs. It is recommended

that such 'training be included in certification or preservice programs

so the prospective administrators may take advantage of this training

is early as possible. in their administrative career.

2. Complying with rules and policies was consistently perceived as

a high.stressor among all levels of adMiniAration. The implications for
I

administrative training programs cannot be Is. clearly defined as in other

stresscir areas. A greater emp , however, upon compliance procedures

and guidelines and legil training may increase understanding and reduce

some of the anxiety resulting froth these requirements. Particular

attention should be'paid to the administrators of those districts Under

a special compliance respOnsibility.

Due to a continual change in the emphasis of governmental policy,

continued revision is necessary for effective training. Work sessions,

conferences and cla'sses'provided as part of the profesional inservice

program of the administrative associations or colleges may he more

appropriate than preservice classes. It is also recommended that

continued emphasis be placed on the positive approach to compliance as

method to reduce stress.

Interpersonal relations continues to be'a high source of perceived

stress, particularly as they relate to solving conflicts with students, staff``'

4

ti
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and parents and to obtaining community supOrt. l3ood working relations with

people closely, relates to organiiational effectiveness an individual health,

A continue 'eMphasis is recommended-on interpersonal ommunication

skills in both pre and inservice programs., Additional emphaeis needs

to be given to conflict resolution and community relations at both levels

of program instruction. It further recommended that both areas

become required training during the preservice (certification) program.

ndreased emphasis should be given to Creatively designing new (/
. ,

alter atives to community relation techniques. Continued research on the ,

cap of publiC unrest and distrust of educators needs study. More than

the symptoms must be treated to improve the environment in,which the

administrators are working.

4. The data indicated an inverse relatiOnship between stresstand

reported health status of administrators. It is recognized4hat the limita-

(r
tions of'the perceptions of bo h variables may temper the findings, however

the seriousness of these implications cannot be dismissed.
.

Researcher's continue to discover more precisely how stress affects

people'g`-fiealth. This search will undoubtedly ensue for years ahead as it

has it-lithe past. However, future research should attempt to identify

Clearly the interrelationships between outside stimuli and bOdily'reactions.

The present research study centered on the occupational stimuli

of the school administrator's work environment. Further re'search,

including physiological and pysdhologi:cal studies, needs to be done.

/t is suggested the investigators, consider field observations and

ethnographic studies to more accurately and objectively view the factors

involved In the determinaIion of administrative stress: Continued

1

efforts must be made to sarch beyond the correlation studies to

causal relationships.
C.
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